Abstract
Introducion
The role of intelligence in coping behavior has been debated for a long time. The diversity of opinions and contradictions in empirical data has led to the appearance of two essentially different positions about the role of intelligence in coping within the scientific community: intelligence as the source (resource) of difficult life situations (DLS) (Neihart, 1999; Preuss, Dubow, 2004) .
High intelligence as a resource for the more successful coping. According to this view intellectually gifted children are considered as whose that effectively cope with difficulties and achieve a great success not only in school age but also in adult life and career. This becomes possible due to their high abilities that allow them to reach a deeper understanding of themselves and others. Here it is stressed that such a life well-being is not a necessary consequence of giftedness but becomes possible only with appropriate support of others and good environmental conditions.
High intelligence as a source of additional life difficulties and the particular sensitivities of gifted children to difficult life situations. It has been assumed that children with high intelligence are more vulnerable, sensitive and susceptible to stressors and they often unable to overcome stress effectively. With the fact of their high sensitivity it can be an obstacle not only for the development of outstanding abilities but also for the mental and physical health of these children.
Specific of personality of highly gifted children and their educational needs suggest specific requirements to the organization of work with them. It is necessary to provide a special system of care and support for gifted children that would take into account their outstanding abilities (Roedell, 1984) . Thus, there is the need to revise the role of school (Renzulli, 1983; Roeper, 1989; Mazzoli Smith, Campbell, 2012) , teachers and parents in the gifted children education (Kearney, 1989; Colangelo, Dettmann, 1983; Delisle, 2006) .
The issues of giftedness in the Russian Federation in recent years are under the special attention and controlling. Besides the number of laws and regulations, educational and social initiatives, new schools and systems of monitoring and identifying of gifted children, in support of giftedness there has been developed the concept of giftedness. Being initiated by the Ministry of Education the concept summarizes the fundamental achievements of world science in the field of giftedness as well as practical experience of working with gifted children (Working concept of giftedness, 1998). Based on the humanistic orientation this concept deals with the difficulties that are faced by gifted children as well as positive aspects. Thus, the necessity of help and support of these children in their education and development is defined.
Characteristics of coping behavior
In general the researchers agree that students with differing levels of intelligence development have specific features of coping and DLS. High sensitivity of gifted and particularly highly gifted children leads to the fact that they are faced with their own specific problems (as perfectionism, interpersonal conflicts, alienation, etc). However, it clarifies, that under favorable circumstances gifted students capable of being more successful than their peers in DLS overcoming (Parenting the Gifted Child; Roedell, 1984; Roeper, 2008 ) . Study process, family problems, difficulties with peers, high expectations of society are being called as the most difficult stressors for overcoming (Buescher, 1985; Compas et all, 1988; Rimm, 2003; Roedell, 1984) .
According to existing data intellectually gifted children and adolescents have a wide range of coping strategies (Khazova, 2004; Kholodnaya & Aleksapol'sky, 2010) , tend to quick and efficient solutions to problems and action-oriented approaches to solving problems (Buescher, 1985) , mostly select productive strategies (Nikolskaya & Granovskaya, 2000) , focus on solving the problem and work hard to achieve (Frydenberg, 1997; Sierralta, 2000; Preuss, Dubow, 2004) . They also less resort to socially disapproved strategies (Nikolskaya & Granovskaya, 2000) , distancing, seeking social support, ignoring the problem, wishful thinking, negative tension reduction (as smoking or alcohol use) (Frydenberg, 1997; Khazova, 2004; Sierralta, 2000) .
However, the empirical data evidence the relationship between the intelligence and productive or effective coping remain controversial. For example, studies on Russian samples have not revealed any direct relations between the psychometric intelligence scores, creativity, intellectual achievements and productive strategies (Sierralta, 2000; Khazova, 2004 ). Yet, the high level of non-verbal creativity reduces the risk of non-effective coping, as well as preferring of "non-productive" strategies. Comparing to their peers coping of gifted students have been less rigid, more mobile and focused on the situation which led the authors to the conclusion about the existence of coping qualitative features of gifted school-students and more generally about the positive role of non-verbal intelligence and creativity in coping behavior (Khazova, 2004) .
It is also shown that at high rates of intelligence emotional and social strategies are used on a par with problemoriented (Kholodnaya & Aleksapol'sky, 2010) . The authors note that any strategy may appear as effective or ineffective. For example, for the problem-oriented strategies the "productive" aspect is keeping the sense of self-efficacy, while "unproductive" ones includes such negative effects as the illusion of control and fast resource exhaustion; avoidance strategies may cause the formation of protective-type behavior but at the same time allows person to accumulate the mental resources, etc. The higher the intellectual maturity is (cognitive, conceptual, academic ability), the wider range of strategies uses the person, mainly preferring emotional and social coping strategies, -the authors assumed (Kholodnaya & Aleksapol'sky, 2010) .
Thus, the authors state that the division of coping strategies into "bad" or good, "productive" or "unproductive" is not quite correct. During interpretation it should be taken into account the specific of situation when these strategies were applied (Khazova; 2004; Kholodnaya & Aleksapol'sky, 2010) .
In our study we analyzed the intellectual aspects of giftedness and their relationship with overcoming of difficult situations.
The aim of the study was to investigate the character of coping behavior and difficult life situations of students with different levels of intellectual development, and different verbal and non-verbal intelligence levels.
Methods
The level and type of intelligence was tested by Raven's Standard Progressive Matrices (L. Penrose, J. Raven ) ( Raven et al , 2002) , and Amthauer's Test of Intelligence Structure (TSI),subtests Analogies and Similarities (Eliseev , 2003) .
DLS were studied by the author's methodic "DLS" (Yu.D. Babaeva, E.Yu. Meshalkina), allowing to identify: a) an understanding of DLS (in free form students were asked to give their definition of DLS), b) the most frequently appearing DLS in life, and c) a subjective estimate of difficulty for each of these DLS (Babaeva, 1996) .
Coping was measured using the Russian adaptations of methodic WCQ -Ways of Coping Questionnaire (R. Lazarus & S. Folkman) (Kryukova et al, 2005) , and COPE (C.S. Carver, M.F Scheier, & J.K. Weintraub) (Gordeeva et al , 2010) .
Participants
60 high-school students of Moscow schools (17 boys, 43 girls aged 15 to 16 years) are involved in this study. Obtained data were analyzed within general sample and between the contrasting groups formed based on results of Raven's method. Group I (38% of the general sample) included students with the highest rates of non-verbal intelligence (M + 1/2 , the average number of tasks solved -54.3) and group II (35%) -students with lower rates (M -1/2 , the average number of tasks solved -42.4). The results of "intermediate" group (27 %) with normal intelligence were considered during the analysis of general sample results, but were not considered during the study of the differences. When comparing the types of intelligence data was also analyzed based on the Amthauer's test results. As a result, 4 subgroups with different combination of verbal and non-verbal intelligence rates were identified: (A) group with high levels of non-verbal and verbal intelligence (NVI and VI), 17 %; (B) with high NVI and medium VI, 15 %; (C) medium NVI and high VI, 12 %; (D) both medium NVI and VI, 23 %. Data were analyzed using SPSS 17.0 for Windows program. To clarify the content and features of DLS experiences students were asked to give an interviews.
Results and discussion
The DLS specific.
The structure of DLS.
The results showed that Russian students were defined DLS as a rather wide range of situations, where the educational sphere, interpersonal, some intrapersonal problems, and death of relatives are prevalent. The "heaviness degree" of these DLS was also quite high, and in most cases subjective evaluation was below the average. The list of situations faced by students with different intelligence levels and their subjective esteem of difficulties are presented in Table 1 . 
Defining of DLS.
In general students define DLS as a complex, multidimentional phenomenon requiring specific actions for their overcoming. The data that gained by the group comparison confirmed the hypothesis about the specific understanding of DLS by students with different levels of intellectual development. Students of the first group define DLS as stressful, unusual situation for a person, causing a negative mood and bad emotions, taking away the fullness of life (emotional aspect). At the same time, this are situations teaching people (cognitive aspect), and forcing them to active steps -choice, self-solution to the problem, concentration, self-management skills of controlling the situation (personal aspect associated with the pursuit of self-dependence).
Students of the second group by emotional aspect define DLS as situations, negatively affecting the livelihood, suppressing person. According to them, these are situations caused by external reasons and circumstances that are not completely take into control. Overcoming of DLS requires special tools, knowledge and skills (cognitive aspect). Another distinguishing feature of this group is emphasizing the need for care, support, family involvement in most definitions: one cannot and should not deal with difficult situations alone (personal aspect related to the lack of independence and focus on care and support in DLS overcoming).
In our point, the fact that students have different understandings of DLS and action needed for overcoming of difficult situations (independence or external support), is corresponds with the existing data about preferring coping ways (based on Lazarus & Folkman, Fraydenberg & Lewis classifications): problem-oriented or constructive within students with high level of intelligence development and emotion-focused or seeking social support within their peers.
Differences in DLS content.
The suppose of the DLS specific content has been also confirmed. In both groups, the most frequent and "heavy" DLS could match by name, however, analysis showed them having different contents. DLS in educational sphere for students of the first group was closely related to internal, emotional feelings, and their specific content included public performances, participate in contests, competitions, the successes achieved, etc. These students are characterized by having high standards for themselves, their activity goes beyond the standard school situations.
DLS in learning sphere for students of the second group was correlated rather with the achievement of certain external regulatory parameters and the content included taking exams, fixing bad grades, etc.
Referring to interpersonal sphere, students of all groups were deeply concerned about quarrels with parents. However, while for the second group students this quarrels mostly related to their parents divorces, or bad habits (external factors), students of the first group rather concerned about excessive demands, parent's pressure, fears about non-meeting their expectations (internal factors). Note that the data on the family role and support in our study have been quite different. In various responses relationships with parents could be the strong support as well as an additional stressor and source of anxiety.
Some students from the second group are paying special attention to certain DLS related to their own bad habits -"addictions", according to their point (eg, "overeating" and "computers"), while in the group with higher level of intellect similar DLS were not presented. These differences between two groups analyzed, in our opinion, could be explained by the character of volitional control. It could be assumed that exactly intelligence development facilitates more comprehensive, conscious control over the behavior, which is indirectly confirmed by the specific understanding of DLS by students.
Subjective "heaviness" esteems.
Generally, subjective "heaviness" of DLS was estimated by students of the first group higher than the second one ( Table  1 ). The differences were statistically significant in two spheres -academic and interpersonal (p < 0.01 by Mann-Whitney test). Again, the most distinct differences in the "heaviness" esteems of DLS were marked for situations related to the activity and self-attitude. Activity of most students of the first group tends to go beyond the regular school situations (competitions, contests, self-development etc.), also they are characterized by very high standards for themselves and the results achieved. At the same time, for many of their peers from the second group "heaviness" of DLS rather related to the "typical" problems (meeting deadlines, fixing the unsuccessful effects, etc.), and, as a rule, self-demands and evaluation of results, are not so categorical. In this case, it can be assumed that the specific of DLS may be also related to the individual locus of control -internal or external.
The difference in DLS content and "heaviness" was also appeared depending on the type of intelligence. Students from group B having a high non-verbal intelligence (NVI ) combined with a low verbal intelligence (VI) comparing to their peers apparently have more difficulties in communication and interpersonal relationships spheres. The difficulties of students in the group B, were largely caused by their lack of verbal, communication and social skills, and overcome in a particular way. For example, the need to communication is achieved by belonging to tight social circle, where these students feel comfortable and confident. At the same time, the interruption of regular living conditions (quarreling with relatives, friends removing, changing of the communicative context, etc.) causes intense feelings associated to the necessity of changing the communication formed, establishing new contacts, etc. Students of this group prefer acting independently as possible without help or support, as these strategies require them active communication and interaction, so their lack of competence turns itself into a difficult situation requiring overcoming. Additionally, students as a rule realize and deeply experienced the luck of their competences. More fulfill understanding of student's choices of behavior strategies need further researches, however, even at this stage, it is showed the importance of individual features taking into account while discussing problematic of "productivity" or "efficiency" of coping used.
The specialties of coping behavior

Preferred strategies.
Within the whole group students with different intelligence levels use a wide range of coping strategies. In case of both methods of diagnosis the coping strategies preferred were problem-oriented (Active coping and Planning, Accepting Responsibility, Planful Problem Solving, Self-controlling), emotion-focused (Seeking Emotional Social Support, Focus on and Venting of Emotions, Seeking Instrumental Social Support, Seeking Social Support), and also some constructive strategies of cognitive adaptation (Positive Reinterpretation and Growth, Positive Reappraisal). Practically unusable were such "ineffective" strategies as Alcohol/Drug Use, Denial, Escape-Avoidance and Religion.
In comparing groups, as data showed, the students with high intelligence level generally distinguished by higher rates of the strategies belonging to problem-oriented range (Active coping, Suppression of Competing Activities, Planful Problem Solving, Self-Controlling). The students of second group had higher rates for emotional-and social-focuced strategies (Seeking Emotional Social Support, Focus on and Venting of Emotions, Seeking Instrumental Social Support, Seeking Social Support, Seeking Social Support), and cognitive adaptation strategies (Positive Reinterpretation and Growth, Positive Reappraisal). Average scores of coping scales of both methods, and significant differences between groups (according to Mann -Whitney test) are presented in Table 2 . Intellectual scores dynamics and coping preferred.
Rank correlation analysis showed that the most marked trend in coping preference appeared referring to coping character: when intelligence scores raised, there was increased the frequency of using copings including reflective moments, rethinking, and reduced the frequency of using accepting, non-critical copings. Thus, in the first group with an increasing of IQ increases the frequency of preferring strategies Active Coping (COPE) and Distancing (WCQ), and reduces the frequency of preferring strategies Mental Disengagement, Denial, Religion ( COPE). In the second group increasing of IQ scores reduced the frequency of using such strategies as Positive Reinterpretation and Growth (COPE) and Accepting Responsibility (WCQ). The obtained data are presented in Table 3 . 
Findings
1. There were identified specific features of DLS for students with different levels of intelligence. This specificity appears as an understanding of DLS and overcoming actions (independence and control VS the need for support and the inability of controlling), and specific content and subjective esteem (activity going beyond the regular school situations, high standards on themselves and the quality achieved results VS "typical" situation and targets to achieve nominal statutory results). 2 All groups participated in the study are characterized by a wide range of coping strategies the mostly preferred strategies are problem-focused and emotion-focused, while the "ineffective" strategies are barely used. Students with the high level of intelligence development in general more likely use problem-focused strategies, while their peers with lower scores tend to use more often emotion-focused strategies. As these differences were significant only concerning to emotion-focused strategies, the assumption about the presenting of differences in strategies choice was confirmed only patricianly. Thereby the results are needed further clarification. 3 Preference of certain coping varies with the changing of intellectual scores: in case of their increasing increases the frequency of using copings with reflexive and rethinking component, and reduces the frequency of using accepting, "noncritical" coping. The obtained results are consistent with data of other researchers, including established in Russian samples, about the preference and frequency of different strategies using (productive or unproductive, effective or ineffective, problem-focused or emotion-focused) by students with different levels of intellectual development.
Conclusion
The conducted study allowed to reveal a number of features in coping and DLS (preferences in strategies selection, subjective esteems, understanding of the content and character of DLS experience) that distinguish students with different intelligence types or scores of intellectual development. Holistic understanding of DLS and coping patterns (especially, questions about how gifted people subjectively percept and overcome DLS) requires further investigations.
Introduction
English was introduced as an elective subject into elementary schools in Indonesia in 1990. However, at that time, there was no legislation regarding policy on teaching qualifications for English language teachers, and no guidelines on English language teaching and learning at the elementary school level. The 1994 English curriculum document aimed to support a pathway towards global competitiveness (Depdikbud 1993) and highlighted the importance of communicative competence as the main goal of English foreign-language learning in Indonesian elementary schools. In 2004, the Ministry of Education of Rpublic of Indonesia published a new curriculum, the 2004 Curriculum which is well known as the Competence Based Curricullum [Kurikulum Berbasis Kompetensi-KBK] . This curriculum, shortly after, in 2006, was modified in such a way as to highlight the importance of using English (TL) as the main language input in the language classroom (Diknas 2006) . However, little is known about the practice of teaching English in elementary schools in Padang, and available information is based largely from anecdotal evidence. One question of importance in the context of achieving the aim of communicative competence among students is the language that is used most in classroom interaction. In Padang, most classes are teacher-fronted (see Musumeci 1996) , where the teacher leads the class and provides the main source of language input for students. Students receive an average of 70 minutes of English instruction per week. The teachers are non-native speakers of the TL (English), and there is virtually no communicative need to use English outside the classroom. In fact, students do not hear much spoken English either inside or outside the classroom (Diknas 2010) . For the aforementioned reasons, exposure to English in use in Padang is limited, in both social and educational settings. Accordingly, the issue of the language employed in teaching EFL classes in West Sumatra, and more generally across Indonesia, deserves serious attention. This paper examines the relationship between teacher input in the target language and its influence on students' output in terms of language choice (SL or TL) in EFL classrooms at the primary schools level in Padang, West Sumatra, Indonesia.
Literature review
Input-Output interplay in EFL classrooms
The similarity in the processes involved in first language/second language (hereafter referred to as L1/SL respectively) and target language (TL) acquisition is not known. However, many TL learners rely, in the same way as first language (L1/SL) learners, on oral input as the primary source of the target language (Krashen 1982 , Morata & Coule 2012 , Wong 2011 . In terms of language input, teacher talk functions as the input in the EFL classroom which is important for the process of language acquisition (Nunan 1991) and the active use of the target language by the students is considered to be an integral part of language acquisition process (Nunan 1999). However, there has been an interesting debate in SLA concerning the role of input.
Despite the debate, current SLA research appears to consider the language the teacher uses as a source of language input in instructional contexts ( Ellis 1994 , Lightbown 1985 , Long 1996 , Littlewood & Yu 2011 . According to Krashen (1982) , it is possible for the language learner to acquire the language without practicing talking, what is important is input. 'Input' refers to language addressed to learner through any means of delivery (Krashen 1985) .
However, Ellis (1994) , Long (1983) , Swain (1985) argue that although language input is essential for acquisition, input alone is insufficient; another necessity for successful acquisition to occur is interaction. Interactions are important because learners can improve their language through interaction as they listen to their teachers, and then they can use all that they have learned for communication. This kind of activity is seen as promoting their language development which will lead to comprehensible output (Swain & Lapkin 1995) .
Maximising comprehensible language input as well as interaction is the ultimate goal in a language-learning situation, as this is an important aid to acquisition. Consequently, teachers should consider the language they use in the classroom, because the language they use function as the input and can serve to elicit output. On this basis, it is important to discuss teacher talk in FL classroom.
Teacher talk in language classroom
Despite the rich and contextual research on the role of teacher talk, much of the research on teacher talk has mainly focused on its amount (quantity) and mainly done in the classroom where language policy emphasizes the target language use. The notion of "teacher talk too much" has perhaps acted as barrier to evaluating teacher talk as language input. However, what may be important is not only so much the quantity of teacher talk, but also how teachers talk, what language they use, and whether they talk in the right kind of way to aid students' language development?
There are debates and arguments centred whether teachers should use TL strictly (e.g. Chambers 1992 , Cummin 2007 , Krashen 1985 , or allow limited use of L1/SL as the medium of instruction in the EFL classroom (Anton & DiCamilla 1998 , Brook & Donato, Cook 2001 , Duff & Polio 1990 , Storch & Wiggleworth 2003 . Turnbull & Arnett (2002) report their review of studies in several countries that teachers should aim to maximum use of the TL. A language classroom should be provided with an environment in which students can contribute to learning activities and maximise their use of the language (van Lier 2004) .
There is no question that the use of the TL represents current mainstream thinking in the field of SL/EFL teaching where learners have little opportunity to hear and use the TL inside and outside the classroom (Ellis 1985 , Dailey-O'Cain 2009 . However, there also exists a body of literature in favour of some use of L1 of the students with different views on the extent to which and the situation in which the L1 should be used (e.g. Atkinson 1985 , Cook 2001 , Storch & Wigglesworth 2003 . Raschka et al. (2009) discuss that aviodance of using the L1 is unlikely to occur, especially when the teacher ansd learners share the same first language. Their views imply that in practical terms teachers cannot avoid using the L1.
Although the literature states L1 use to some extent, various researchers have also warned of the detrimental effects of its over-use in EFL, and do not support its random use (Atkinson 1987 , Raschka et al. 2009 ). Cook (2001) highlights that teachers need to ensure that there is a critical reflection around the moderate and judicious use of L1/SL in the language classroom. To put into practice these scholars ideas of the maximum and optimal use of L1 in a classroom is difficult (Zacharias 2011 ) since teachers sometimes do not realize themselves when they have used L1 (Polio & Duff 1994) .
Despite what language is used in the language classroom, it is important to judge or assess teacher-talk by reference to its quantity and its quality (Cullen 1998) . Supporting Cullen (1998) and Thornbury (1996) , Lei (2009: 75) notes that "good teacher talk as an input is evaluated in terms of its quality, not only quantity". This is due to state that there is a tendency for teachers to control the patterns of communication. In other word, the teacher decide who, when, how to talk in the classroom (Johnson 1995 , Clifton 2006 and also the language they use in the classroom.
Some researches have investigated the syntactic aspects of teacher talk ( e.g. Gaies 1977 , Wesche & Ready 1985 . Gaies concludes that the speech of those teachers in his research when speaking with their students was slower than that when speaking with their peers. Wesche & Ready (1985) investigated the speech of an English professor and a French professor in two university psychology class. These two professor conducted the lesson in the student's second language, English or French. Both English professor and French professor significantly used more words and rephrased self-repetition with their L2 classroom than with their L1 classes. Ellis (1985) in his study counted the same teacher selfrepetitions on two occasions in classroom interactions with two ESL secondary beginners students, and found a significant decrease in frequency over an observation period of six months. His findings are in accordance with Gaies (1977) and Wesche & Ready (1985) findings, where it seems that the teacher is able to make an implicit judgment about their students' levels in terms of their use of the language in the classroom.
Regarding the focus of this paper, it should be pointed out that the focus of the present paper is essentially on the techers' TL as an input, as well as on the use of the L1 within the foreign language context; teacher talk is the main language input available in the classroom and, its impacts on students' language output is critical. Neil (1977) , Turnbull & Arnetts (2002) and Singleton & Ryan (2002) discusses a rationale for the use of TL in the language classroom. They conclude that the use of TL by the teacher improved the student's achievements. Their findings reveal that the role of the TL, as the language input leading to student TL language output, is critical. Hence, the students should be given opportunity to listen and then use the TL.
Methodology
The following section presents participants, data and data analysis of this study.
Participants
The participants of this study, both teachers and students, came from two elementary schools in Kota Padang, West Sumatra, Indonesia Sekolah Dasar Percobaan Negeri Kota Padang and Sekolah Dasar Pembangunan UNP Padang. These schools have included English-language instruction in the curriculum for at least the last 10 years. The former is a pilot school for elementary schools in Kota Padang (Diknas No: 302/C2/DL/2009); the pilot school acts as a testing ground for subject, curriculum and methodology development, and as a model for elementary schools in the surrounding Kota Padang area. It is located in the centre of Padang City. The latter is linked to the Padang State University and the program offered there is developed in accordance with the university; thus, English faculty members from the university are represented in the English-language program at the school.
There were three teachers participating in this research from the two elementary schools mentioned above: one teacher from grade 5 and one teacher from grade 6 of Sekolah Dasar Percobaan Padang, and one teacher who taught grade 5 and 6 of Sekolah Dasar Pembangunan Padang.
The number of students in each class participating in this research ranged from 20 to 25. One of the aims of this research was to investigate student language output; Grade 5 and 6 students had been selected on the assumption that students from these two grades, having received significantly more instruction in English language, produced more output than students from lower grades.
The classes selected for classroom recordings were the ones in which teacher A, B, and C taught English. Three classes chosen for this study were bilingual classes in which the students spoke Minangkabau language as their L1 and Bahasa Indonesia as their SL and were learning English as TL. All classes were mixed -ability classes with different levels of English competence.
All the participating students were between 10 to 12 years of age. The majority did not have an English-speaking background, except that they had learned English from first grade in elementary school. They learned English once a week, each period being 70 minutes long. Effectively, the two schools run for 34 weeks a year; thus, they have potentially had 132 sessions of English-language instruction.
Data
The data were collected in a 7-week period over the second semester in 2013 from early January till end of February 2013. The researcher visited each school on a weekly basis. Each classroom session was 70 minutes per week. Some classroom visits, however, were cancelled due to public holidays and schools events such as pre-final exam and religious events. The total number of visits varied between three teachers. It was difficult to reschedule a visit for the same week because English subject was taught once a week. As a result, the researcher conducted a total of 20 classroom observations. These observations were video recorded.
a. Video-recording of classroom sessions Data concerning teacher-student interaction during the class was collected by means of video-recording. The recordings were taken place in the natural setting of the classroom, where the researcher was visible to both students and the teacher, and they all knew the reason for the researcher's presence in the classroom. One camera focused on the teacher, but was set at a wide enough angle to video-record the entire class. Another camera was placed on the teacher's table in front of the class, facing the students for the purpose of recording student participants. Although all the three teachers had two classes to teach, only one of their classes was chosen to be video-recorded. This class was chosen randomly. Accordingly, in total there were 21 hours of video recordings.
The recordings focused on the teacher's and student's language selection and thus were limited to interactions between the teacher and the student(s). An important consideration in the design of this study was to measure teachers and students as they were addressing and interacting each other as a class rather than when the students were working together in pairs or small groups. The data, therefore, did not include recordings of interaction among students, in pair or group activities.
b. Detailed note-taking
It was anticipated that technical problems might arise with the video camera on some occasions and some phenomena might not be well captured by it. For this purpose, the researcher took detailed notes or photos during the class, describing classroom events, commenting on their functions as they were observed. Anything that was written on board was also written down (photo), alongside who wrote it. These extra pieces of information turned out to be very useful during the transcribing and analysing of the video recordings, helping the researcher to recall the incidents more easily and also to be able to put some of the incidents into the wider contexts.
c. Stimulated recall interviews
In the present study, the stimulated recall interview was used for two reasons: to prompt the teacher to reflect on her teaching practice; and to investigate the teacher's specific reasons for using particular instances (utterances) of Bahasa Indonesia (SL) or English (TL) at particular points in the course of their teaching. The stimulated recall interviews were semi-structured, with a set of questions guiding the interviews. The researcher asked teachers how often they believe they used English during the class, why they changed to SL or TL in certain instances, and what their general teaching philosophy was in relation to the language of choice in the classroom. The participants were given the option to be interviewed in English or Bahasa Indonesia. They chose Bahasa Indonesia. Both the researcher and the teacher were freed at any time to stop the recording to provide comment.
The interviews took place after the completion of the entire set of classroom recordings in order that the interview questions do not influence the teachers' classroom practice. The researcher selected two lessons for each teacher which contained the greatest amount of teacher-student verbal interaction. Thus, each of the selected lessons represented a rich sample of teacher talk. Nunan (1992) notes that this technique has at least two advantages: to produce insights into the teaching and learning process, which would be hard to obtain by other means; and to make the class participants' voice heard.
d. Data analysis
The present study investigated the classroom discourse in terms of what the language used by the teacher and its impact on the students' language output in terms of language used. The quantitative analysis was used to document the teachers' language choices. The qualitative analysis was used to analyse the recordings of classroom interaction, the stimulated interview and the field notes taken during the recordings of classroom interaction to see which teacher among the three teacher participants who could elicit more students' output. It was also used to see what impact teachers' language choice has on the students' language output in terms of the language used. Therefore, a more open exploration of the data was required, which suggested favouring a Conversation Analysis (CA) approach. CA can help pictures what actually happens in the classroom which largerly determines the degree to which learning and learning outcomes are realised (Kumaradivelu 1999) . The data were transcribed and contextually relevant information was also provided in the transcript.
A word count method was used to determine the amount of spoken language in the classroom, and the distribution of the two different language Bahasa Indonesia (SL) and English (TL) in the speech of the teachers and the students. This analysis was carried out in order to be able to find out what language teachers used most in the EFL classroom, English (SL) or Bahasa Indonesia (TL). Further analysis using qualitative analysis was applied to find out what really happened in Teacher A, Teacher B and Teacher C class. This analysis made it possible to make systematic comparisons amongs the different teachers to find out what impact does the teacher's language use have on students' language output.
Results/ discussion
The percentage for the teacher's choice of language types are presented in the following tables. These tables present the amount of teacher talk in 4 sessions and their respective classes as counted as prencentage of the total number of words spoken by the three teachers and their respective class in particular language. In this research teacher talk consists of two languages in the classroom, Bahasa Indonesia (SL) and English (TL). Table 1 displays the quantity of words the teachers and the students used, Bahasa Indonesia (SL) and English (TL). Of the total number of words spoken in the class during teacher and students interactions in whole class activities accounted for 80.5% of the SL and TL spoken by the teachers. It means that the students accounted for only 19.5% of Bahasa Indonesia and English spoken in the classroom. It can be concluded that teachers in this research used more words than their students in Bahasa Indonesia and English. Although it is important not to interpret these results as the word estimate are approximate, the results do indicated that the teachers dominate the classroom discourse in 4 lessons. This finding is similar to previous studies in teacher talk (Polio & Duff 1994 , Macaro 2001 , Rolin-Ianziti & Bronlie 2002 , Morata 2011 ) that student talk accounts for an average of less than 30% of talk in classroom discourse. It should be also noted that the classes appeared to be very much teacher-centred and the data obtained support this notion. Not only did teachers direct all of the activities, but they spent much more time speaking than the students. This finding appears contradict one of the current trends in language teaching where teachers are encourage to develop a more student-centered classroom (see van Lier 2001 , Paul 2003 . Further analysis was done to look at what language were teachers used most, SL or TL. Table 2 presents the percentage of teacher talk in 4 sessions of each teacher as counted as percentages of the total number of words spoken by three teachers in SL and TL. 66.4% Table 2 shows that the three teachers observed used 33.7% of SL and 66.4% of TL. These percentages are similar in terms of the use of the target language (English), in comparison with the study by Duff & Polio (1990) . The two teachers reported by Duff & Polio (1990) used the target language in class for 10% and 68% of the time. However, there were differences found between the three teachers observed in this study in the amount of SL and TL spoken by each teacher.
The three teachers showed a great deal of variation between their use of SL and TL. The following Teacher C 45% 24% 88% Table 4 reveals that among the three teachers, Teacher A spoke the least (SL+TL, 12.7%). Referring to table 3 above, it is clear that Teacher A elicited the most students' TL output (28.9%). This results indicated that much TL output spoken by the students is associated with much TL spoken by the teacher and small amount of SL spoken by the teacher in the classroom. It is interesting to note in table 4 that Teacher B and Teacher C used even more target language than Teacher A, however they elicited less students' TL output than Teacher A. Interpreting these results only might misslead the research conclusion. Therefore, it is important to know what really happened in each teacher's participant class. For this purpose, Conversation Analysis was used to further analyse the recordings of the classroom interaction between each teacher and her respective class. The section that follows presents teacher language used and its impact on the students' language output.
Teachers' language input and students' language output.
In terms of student-teacher interaction, Teacher A avoided to give long and tedious word explanation. She preferred to use other teaching aids such as visual aids in explaining., e.g picture (extract 1) rather than long explanation. In addition, she also provided the students with translation on the whiteboard as part of the input. She believed that if she gave various types of input, it will gave the students time to save the explanation into their long term memory. Munoz (2008) discusses that in addition to the amount of exposure to the target language as an input, it is also necessary to consider the type of input available for the learner. Thus, it is important to identify types of input as well as the quantity of the input. Moreover, when teaching and explaining a new word, Teacher A avoided to give long and tedious word explanation in Bahasa Indonesia (SL). She said that SL could be used to provide a quick translation of an English word which might take time for her to explain. She gave explain the lesson most of the time in English (TL). Accordingly, she provided the students with much exposure to the target language. According to Dekeyeser (2000) and Munoz (2008) , younger leaners' memory approach to learning requires a great amount of input, which means that much exposure to the target language is important.
Following is an extract of Teacher's A classroom discourse.
and output through communication. Overall, the teachers in this study used of Bahasa Indonesia (SL) was more than they expected to use. They used 33.7 % of Bahasa Indonesia where as according to Atkinson (1987 ), Calman & Daniel (1998 and Turnbull (2001) , the productive use of L1/SL is 5% .
Conclusion and suggestion
In conclusion, it has become clear that the use of Conversation Analysis in looking at the teacher and the students language use in the EFL classroom is appropriate as it can picture what really happened in the classroom. Teachers in this study used more English in class than their students did. Furthermore, it can be also concluded that the highest amount of Teacher's A target language use influenced her students' target language output. The current study also reveals that the participating teachers also used Bahasa Indonesia (SL) in their teaching, but vary in amount. Based on thses resuls it is suggested that teachers need to be aware of the language they use in the classroom discourse.
Teachers are called to consider not only the maximum and optimal use of TL but also in terms of the quality of its use.
Notes for transcription: Italic = Bahasa Indonesia (SL) (( )) = Context [ ] = Translation from SL to TL
